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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1, 3-9, 1 1-17, 19-25, 27, 29 and 31-36 are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 9, 1 1-16, 27 and 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. The current focus of the Patent 
Office in regard to statutory inventions under 35 U.S.C. § 101 is the claimed invention 
must produce a "tangible resulf\ Currently, results stored in a computer-usable medium 
as defined in the Specification are tangible. Unless the Specification supports an 
embodiment where the computer-usable medium is define as a "wave" (such as a carrier 
wave). In the event, the Specification defines a computer-usable medium can be a 
"wave", the Applicant should delete the embodiment or indicate the claimed invention is 
not claiming the embodiment of the "wave" (see specification, page 27, line 25 to page 
30, line 2). The following link on the World Wide Web is for the United States Patent 
And Trademark Office (USPTO) policy on 35 U.S.C. §101. 

httpj/A^ 
df. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 4, 9, 12, 25, 27, 3 1 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over DeKoning (U.S. Patent 6,085,333), in view of Sitaraman et al 
(hereafter Sitaraman) (U.S. Patent 6,430,619) 

6. DeKoning was cited in the last office action. 

7. As to claims 1 and 9, DeKoning teaches quiescing resource consumer activity in a 
computer system [DeKoning, col. 8, line 12], comprising: 

preventing a first resource consumer from starting new activity on the computer 
system [DeKoning, col. 8, lines 12-13; col. 10, lines 7-8]; and 

allowing a second resource consumer to continue already-running activity on the 
computer system [DeKoning, col. 8, line 13-14; col. 10, lines 8-9]. 

8. DeKoning does not specifically teach wherein the act of preventing the first 
resource consumer from starting new activity comprises setting an activity limit 
applicable to the first resource consumer to a prescribed value, the activity limit 
comprising an active session limit that represents a limit on a number of active session. 



Application/Control Number: 09/967,068 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2194 

However, Sitaraman teaches a maximum number of VPN sessions to provide to a group 
of user and deny access when the maximum is exceeded [Sitaraman, abstract; col. 3, lines 
47-64; col. 5, lines 21-67; Figs. 3-4] (Examiner is unable to find proper disclosure of 
"active session limit" in the parent non-provisional application. Therefore, it is rejected 
based on the application filing date of 9/27/01). 

9. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have combined the teaching of DeKoning with the teaching of 
Sitaraman, because the teaching of Sitaraman further enhance the teaching of DeKoning 
by preventing the exhaustion of available resources by setting a limit for each consumer. 

10. As to claims 25 and 27, DeKoning and Sitaraman do not specifically teach 
wherein the prescribed value is zero. However, DeKoning disclosed preventing new host 
I/O request to the controller [DeKoning, col. 8, line 12] and Sitaraman disclosed setting a 
grace session limit to zero and denying access [Sitaraman, col. 6, lines 5-10; abstract; col. 
3, line 62]. 

11. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have recognized that the session limit associated with any group 
of users is configurable by the system to start or stop user's activities. 
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12. As to claims 4 and 12, DeKoning and Sitaraman do not specifically teach wherein 
the prevented activity is queued. However, it is well known in the art to queue un- 
serviced requests. 

13. As to claims 3 1 and 33, DeKoning and Sitaraman teaches the invention 
substantially as claimed including wherein the number of active sessions is limited not to 
exceed the prescribed value [Sitaraman, abstract; col. 3, lines 57-63]. 

14. Claims 17, 20, 29 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over DeKoning and Sitaraman as applied to claims 1 and 9 above, in view 
of Jones et al (hereafter Jones) (U.S. Patent 6,003,061). 

15. Jones was cited in the last office action. 

16. As to claim 17, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. In 
addition, DeKoning and Sitaraman do not specifically teach a resource plan, the resource 
plan identifying a first resource consumer and a second resource consumer, among which 
a computer system resource is to be allocated and specifying an allocation of the resource 
among the first resource consumer and the second resource consumer, and a scheduler for 
allocating the resource among the first resource consumer and the second resource 
consumer according to the resource plan. 



Application/Control Number: 09/967,068 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2194 

17. However, Jones teaches a resource plan [Jones, col. 5, lines 38-52], the resource 
plan identifying a first resource consumer and a second resource consumer, among which 
a computer system resource is to be allocated and specifying an allocation of the resource 
among the first resource consumer and the second resource consumer [Jones, col. 5, line 
66-col. 6, line 40], and a scheduler for allocating the resource among the first resource 
consumer and the second resource consumer according to the resource plan [Jones, col. 6, 
lines 8-17]. 

18. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have combined the teaching of DeKoning and Sitaraman with the 
teaching of Jones, because the teaching of Jones enhances the teaching of DeKoning and 
Sitaraman by providing a resource managing or planning functionality for allocating 
limited resources to requesting clients. 

19. As to claim 20, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 4 above. 

20. As to claim 29, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 25 above. 

21. As to claim 35, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claims 31 and 33 
above. 
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22. Claims 3, 5-8, 11, 13-16, 19, 21-24, 32, 34 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over DeKoning, Sitaraman and Jones as applied to claim 17 
above, and further in view of Fong et al (hereafter Fong) (U.S. Patent 6,263,359). 

23. Fong was cited in the last office action. 

24. As to claim 19, DeKoning, Sitaraman and Jones teach a resource planner applying 
a policy to a request that grants access to a resource to an activity while denying others 
[Jones, col. 5, lines 53-65]. DeKoning, Sitaraman and Jones do not specifically teach a 
first group of resource consumers, a second group of resource consumers. However, 
Fong teaches requesters requesting resources are grouped in classes [Fong, abstract, lines 
1-6; col. 2, lines 1-5; col. 14, lines 29-33; Fig. 1], 

25. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have applied the teaching of Fong to the invention of DeKoning, 
Sitaraman and Jones because the teaching of Fong would further enhance the 
functionality of DeKoning, Sitaraman and Jones by serving consumer requests based on 
priority. 

26. As to claims 8 and 16, these claims are rejected for the same reason as claim 19 
above. In addition, DeKoning, Sitaraman, Jones and Fong teach the invention 
substantially as claimed including the computer system operating according to a first 
resource plan [DeKoning, abstract, lines 3-8; Jones, col. 5, lines 38-52], comprising: 
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replacing the first resource plan with a second resource plan [DeKoning, abstract, 
lines 3-8]. 

27. As to claims 3 and 1 1, these claims are rejected for the same reason as claim 19 
above. 

28. As to claims 5 and 13, these claims are rejected for the same reason as claims 1, 3 
and 25 above. In addition, DeKoning, Sitaraman, Jones and Fong teach the invention 
substantially as claimed including the first resource consumer group comprising one or 
more resource consumers [Fong, col. 4, lines 12-25]. 

29. As to claims 6 and 14, these claims are rejected for the same reason as claims 1, 3 
and 25 above. 

30. As to claims 7 and 15, these claims are rejected for the same reason as claim 4 
above. 

31. As to claim 21, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claims 5 and 17 
above. 

32. As to claim 22, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 6 above. 



33. As to claim 23, this claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 7 above. 
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34. As to claim 24, this claim is.rejected for the same reason as claims 3, 8 and 21 
above. 

35. As to claims 32, 34 and 36, these claims are rejected for the same reason as claims 
31 and 33 above above. 

36. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

U.S. Patent No. 6,718,332 and 6,529,955 to Sitaraman et al. teach active session 

limit. 

37. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Qing-Yuan Wu whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3776. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am-6:00pm Monday-Thursday and 
alternate Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on (571) 272-3718. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Qing-Yuan Wu 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2194 




